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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 6-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 
No. 5,091,856 to Hasegawa et al. (Hasegawa). in view of RFC 791 "Internet Protocol". 
1 . With regards to claim 6, Hasegawa teaches a controller for a plurality of electric loads of 
a motor vehicle [abstract] comprising: 

a central computer [fig 1 element 1 column 2 lines 25-35]; 

a databus [fig 1 element 17 column 2 lines 59-66]; and 

a plurality of local computers [fig 1 control units attached to databus 17, column 2 lines 
59-66], each local computer corresponding to and configured to control a respective one of the 
electric loads [column 3 line 45 to column 4 line 2], each local computer being connected to the 
central computer via the databus [fig 1 element 17] and being configured to exchange control 
data [column 2 line 67 to column 3 line 5] via the databus [fig 1 element 17]; 

wherein each electric load is arranged with the respective local computer in one of a 
plurality of load modules and is controlled by the respective local computer within the load 
module [the control units disclosed in column 2 lines 59-66, take instructions from the "central 
computer" element 1 above, and implement said instructions within their respective subsystem 
to satisfy the central computer's demands, column 2 line 67 to column 3 line 5 and column 3 line 
45 to column 4 line 2]; 
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wherein the central computer is in a client-server relationship with each of the local 
computers [column 2 line 66 to column 3 line 5]; and 

wherein the central computer and the local computers define an intranet [fig 1 element 1 , 
and local computer elements connected on bus 17 (e.g. elements 19, 21) make up a restricted 
computer network i.e. an internet]. 

wherein each local computer includes a server program for the data exchange [column 2 
line 66 to column 3 line 5, column 3 line 45 to column 4 line 15] and wherein the central 
computer includes a browser program [column 2 lines 50-58, column 1 1 lines 18-29]. 

Hasegawa teaches all of the above limitations except for exchanging control data 
according to an internet protocol. 

However, RFC 791 teaches the use of internet protocol over a network for the benefit of 
providing a verification that the information has been transmitted correctly from a source to a 
destination, [page 3 of RFC 791] 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to combine the teachings of both Hasegawa and the RFC 791 to use an internet protocol for 
exchanging data for the benefit of verifying that the information has been transmitted correctly 
from a source to a destination. 

2. With regards to claim 7, Hasegawa teaches the controller according to claim 6, wherein 
one of the plurality of load modules includes a set of the electric loads, the set of the electric 
loads being controlled by one of the local computers [column 3 line 45 to column 4 line 2]. 

Claims 8,10-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 5,091,856 to Hasegawa et al. (Hasegawa). In view of RFC 791 "Internet Protocol" as 
applied above, further in view of US Patent No. 4,594,571 to Neuhaus et al. (Neuhaus). 
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3. With regards to claim 8, the combination of Hasegawa and RFC 791 fail to teach the 
controller according to claim 7, wherein the databus includes a plurality of bus lines arranged in 
a star network between the central computer and the load modules, however, Neuhaus teaches 
the use of a databus including a plurality of bus lines arranged in a star network between the 
central computer and the load modules in a vehicle because it provides greater reliability and 
security [column 2 lines 1 1-43]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to combine the teachings of Hasegawa, RFC 791, and Neuhaus to have the databus include a 
plurality of bus lines arranged in a star network between the central computer and the load 
modules for the benefit of greater reliability and security. 

4. With regards to claim 10, Hasegawa teaches The controller according to claim 9, 
wherein the server program includes a microserver program [column 3 line 45 to column 4 line 
15]. 

5. With regards to claim 1 1 , Hasegawa teaches The controller according to claim 9, further 
comprising a display device [fig 1 element 15] connected to the central computer, the display 
device being configured to display a home page of a respective one of the local computers 
selected for control [fig 8, column 7 line 61 to column 8 line 11]. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 10/08/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

With regards to amended claim 6 (a combination of previously presented claims 6 and 
9), applicant argues: 

"There is absolutely no teaching or suggestion that the control devices include a server 
program for the data exchange, or that the central computer (system manager) includes a 
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browser program. In fact, the Hasegawa reference teaches away from the claimed invention in 
that the system manager of Hasegawa behaves like a server, since it provides information, 
while the individual component control devices behave more like clients since they receive 
information from the system manager. Therefore, the relationships of the devices disclosed in 
Hasegawa is unlike, and does not suggest, the claimed relationships. Moreover, as noted 
above, Hasegawa does not refer to a browser application at all, and in particular, there is 
absolutely no suggestion that the interface (7) of the system manager of Hasegawa constitutes 
an Internet browser as claimed. See Specification, page 4, line 32 ("Internet browser is run as 
an application program on central computer 11")." 



Examiner respectfully disagrees. Although the central computer (system manager) 
behaves as a server, and the individual component control devices (local computers in instant 
application) behave as clients (as noted by applicant above), any client can be a server as 
disclosed in the Newton Telecom Dictionary definition for "server". 

Server. 

2. Software definition of a server: A server is a program which provides some service to other 
(client) programs. The connection between a client program and the server program is traditionally by 
message passing, often over a local area or wide area network, and uses some protocol to encode the 
client s requests and the server's responses. Any given program may be capable of acting as both a 
client and a server, perhaps switching its role based on the nature of the connection. The terms 
"client" and server" simply refer to the role that the software program performs during a specific 
connection. Similarly, any given server may function as an origin server, a proxy server, a gateway 
server, or a tunnel modifying its behavior based on the specific nature of a given request from a client, 
(emphasized) 

Thus, as noted by the applicant, although the individual component control devices (local 
computers) behave like clients, they are also servers. In addition, notice the double arrows that 
connect each of the individual control components (local computers) to the data bus [fig 1]. The 
double arrows disclose bilateral communication taking place over the data bus. This bilateral 
communication is controlled by the client/server software inside each of the individual 
component control devices (local computers). 



Application/Control Number: 09/744,222 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2182 

As per the browser program, display device 15 [fig 1 , column 2 lines 50-58, column 1 1 
lines 18-29] discloses messages for a user (a browser) to input his/her selection used within the 
system, and Fig 8 shows what the browser GUI looks like. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

US Patent No. 6,314,422 to Barker et al. 

US Patent No. 6,331,762 to Bertness. 

EP 1 427 165 A2 to Snap-On Technologies. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 \ 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date 
of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to David E Martinez whose telephone number is (571 ) 273-4152. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00 M-F. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffrey A Gaffin can be reached on (571 ) 272-4146. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



DEM 




